
Summary Minutes of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Science Advisory Board (SAB) 
Committee on Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and Services (C-VPESS) 

Public Teleconference – August 23, 2004 
 
Committee Members: (See Roster – Attachment A) 
 
ScheduledDate and Time: 1:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m., August 23, 2004 (See Federal Register 
   Notice - Attachment B) 
 
Location:  By Teleconference 
 
Purpose:    The purpose of the teleconference is to discuss work initiated at the June 

14-15, 2004 meeting of the Committee.  The agenda includes an update 
and discussion of the documentation of conclusions from the Confined 
Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) Break-out Session at the Committee’s 
June 2004 Meeting and work addressing ecological benefit analysis at 
EPA for economically significant rules. 

 
Attendees:  Chair:   Dr. Domenico Grasso 
    
   Committee Members: Dr. William Ascher 
      Dr. Gregory Biddinger 

Dr. Ann Bostrom 
Dr. James Boyd 

      Dr. Terry Daniel 
      Dr. A. Myrick Freeman 
      Dr. Dennis Grossman 
      Dr. Geoffrey Heal 
      Dr. Harold Mooney 
      Dr. Louis Pitelka 

Dr. Paul Risser 
      Dr. Holmes Rolston 
      Dr. Joan Roughgarden 

Dr. Kathleen Segerson 
      Dr. Kerry Smith 

Dr. Robert Stavins  
Dr. Valerie Thomas 

      Dr. Buzz Thompson 
 
   Consultant to the Committee:  Dr. Joseph Arvai 
 
    SAB Staff: Dr. Angela Nugent, Designated Federal 
      Officer (DFO) 
Also on the call:
 
Ms. Barbara Toole-O'Neil, EPA, Region 9 
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Meeting Summary
 

The discussion followed the Meeting Agenda (See Meeting Agenda - Attachment C) as 
described below.  The teleconference lasted until 2:30 p.m. Eastern Time 
 
Opening of Public Teleconference  
 

Dr. Angela Nugent, Designated Federal Officer (DFO) for the SAB Committee on 
Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and Services, opened the meeting at 1:00 p.m. and 
took the roll.  Dr. Grasso welcomed members. 
 
Overview of Status Report on "Review of recent benefit analyses supporting national Agency 
regulatory actions" and draft "Challenges to the Use of Valuation for EPA Rule-Making"  
 
 Dr. William Ascher took the lead in summarizing work conducted by him, Dr. Gregory 
Biddinger, and Dr. James Boyd after the June C-VPESS meeting that focused on recent benefit 
analyses for economically significant rules.  Their preliminary analysis and discussions at the 
June meeting led them to identify several conclusions regarding those benefit analyses and to 
develop a plan to conduct interviews to determine the reasons behind the gap they see between 
the benefit analyses and OMB requirements.  He briefly summarized the following problems 
seen for the analyses discussed: 1) non-quantified and non-monetized considerations get 
secondary attention; 2) criteria for including effects within the core analysis seem ad hoc; 3) 
qualitative description and characterization of benefits is neglected; and 4) uncertainty is not 
expressed effectively; and 4) there are weak connections between individual analyses and EPA's 
broad strategic plan. 
 
 Dr. James Boyd then spoke briefly of the need to conduct a small number of interviews to 
explore the relationship between OMB and EPA.  This information would enable him, Dr. 
Biddinger, and Ascher to revise what has been written.  He intended, with the DFO's help, to 
schedule and conduct interviews as soon as possible.  The DFO suggested that this data gathering 
might be complete by November and that the data gathering information might also be useful to 
the Committee in its review of the Agency's draft Ecological Benefits Strategic Plan (scheduled 
for C-VPESS review November 2-3, 2004) and that the draft Ecological Benefits Strategic Plan 
review might also provide some context and useful information for the work undertaken by Drs. 
Boyd, Biddinger, and Ascher.  Dr. Grasso asked whether the draft plan provides guidance for 
standards.  Dr. Nugent responded that the draft documents seems to be more general in nature. 
 
 Members of the Committee asked several questions about the nature of the small group's 
analysis.  One member asked whether they had considered whether the subset of rules analyzed 
came overwhelmingly from the air and water programs, where there was no statutory 
requirement for cost-benefit analysis.  Perhaps if the majority of the rules came from those 
programs, analysts just designed the analysis to the point where net costs exceeded benefits to 
comply with Executive Order 12866.  Another member strongly advocated looking at a 
rulemaking example under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) or the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), which in themselves are cost-benefit or risk-benefit 
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statutes, to see whether analyses required by the law would result in cost benefit analyses more 
relevant to decision making.  Dr. Ascher responded that these issues have merit, but that a policy 
issue remained even if the law didn't call for cost-benefit analysis.  Having a stronger cost-
benefit analysis can make a case for stronger rule, even if an explicit trigger isn't there.  Another 
member identified problems that arise when limited cost-benefit analyses are then taken and used 
for alternative purposes, such as by OMB for its annual report on costs and benefits of 
regulations.  The DFO agreed to work to identify options for additional rulemakings to examine.  
Another member expressed a concern that the limited time available to the Committee might not 
be best spent on understanding and analyzing examples.  She stressed the importance of the 
Committee reserving time to discuss what it would have done differently from the Agency. 
 
 Another member suggested that it would be useful for the text to include a data table; 
providing information supporting the conclusions about the rules exampled.  This information 
could provide more detail on the scope of the rules examined and the kinds of information on 
which the conclusions were drawn.  Dr. Boyd volunteered to develop such a table and asked for 
Committee members' suggestions by email after the teleconference about the possible design of 
such a table. 
 
 Committee members then discussed the motivations, forces, reasons behind the pattern of 
problems identified by Drs. Ascher, Biddinger and Boyd.  In addition to the factors emphasized 
by them, which focused on OMB-related concerns, analysts might also be responding to 
legislation or other policy or institutional concerns.  There was a general feeling expressed that 
interviews were an appropriate mechanism to illuminate the nature of underlying factors. 
 
 The Committee then focused on the interview plan.  Several members suggested 
questions for the interviews:   
1)   How were regulatory resources decided on?  
2)   What was the benchmark for deciding resources for different types of rule?    
3)   To what extent does EPA or OMB look for completeness beyond regulatory mandate or 
the mandate of the executive order? 
4) How do they understand the requirements of the Executive Order?  Do they have 
reservations about the limits of monetized and quantified information for assessing ecological 
benefits, given their knowledge and feelings about ecological services? 
5) What are your expectations from EPA relating to the development and review of benefit 
assessments?  What are your expectations of OMB relate to the development and review of 
benefit assessments? 
 
 Dr. Boyd asked for suggestions for individuals to interview, especially the names of non-
economists and ecologists with important perspectives.  Dr. Nugent noted that the interviews will 
be documented, on-the-record discussions at which she, as DFO, and as available, other SAB 
Staff Office personnel will be present. 
 
Overview of Progress Memo on the CAFO Analysis  
 
 Dr. Buzz Thompson opened the discussion by thanking members for comments on the 
draft report prepared by him and Dr. Terry Daniel on the Workgroups' analysis of EPA's CAFO 
benefit assessment, which was the focus of break out groups' discussion at the June C-VPESS 
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meeting.  He also noted that several valuable comments were received from the Agency as well.  
Dr. Thompson envisioned that report would be revised in light of comments received by October 
1, 2004.  They envisioned that the document would sharpen its focus on the document reviewed 
and remove criticism of Agency process.  The focus instead will be on the document and points 
about process steps the Committee would have utilized if were to undertake the analysis.  He 
underscored the value of the information gathering proposed by Dr. James Boyd and the 
questions suggested in that progress report for such fact finding.   
 
 Dr. Thompson then identified an number of fundamental questions that arose within the 
CAFO discussion that represented significant differences among committee members and that he 
and Dr. Daniel believed deserved separate, focused attention from the committee:  These 
questions involved: 1) stakeholder and public involvement; 2) the proper roles for monetary 
benefit estimates; and 3) assessing and reporting ecological benefits --development of non-
economic quantitative metrics.  These issues should be taken up at a future meeting which would 
focus on presentations and background papers identifying issues, recent research and tools, and 
then involve full committee discussion. 
 
 Dr. Daniel then described the several areas where he and Dr. Thompson, and many 
commenters believed more detail and specificity need to be added to the document: 1) benefit 
transfer and CVM -- what specific studies and methods should have been used, instead of the 
heavy use of the 1983 CVM study?; 2) how specifically should national models have been 
validated?; and 3) what specific alternative methods of valuation should have been tried?  He 
also asked members for their ranking of recommendations in terms of priorities and directed 
members' attention to the survey provided in the last part of the "Progress Report" on the CAFO 
work provided by him and Dr. Thompson. 
 
 Several members emphasized the importance of providing these specifics.  If these 
specifics cannot be provided then the report might need to make some different points.  Perhaps 
there are barriers in methods that need to be identified. 
 
 One member asked about the public involvement issue.  Surveying the public to 
understand the value of services seems appropriate.  Another member responded that this 
suggestion raised a concern related to "stakeholder" processes, which are not scientific processes.  
Such processes need to feed into political process in pluralistic society, but are different from 
expert analysis.   
 
 Dr. Grasso then noted that the conference time had expired and asked that the agenda for 
the next teleconference meeting, August 25, 2004, lead off with a short discussion to finish the 
CAFO topic. 
 
 
 Dr. Grasso thanked Committee members.  The teleconference was adjourned at 2:30 p.m. 
Action items 
 
1.   The DFO agreed to work to identify options for additional rulemakings under TSCA and 
FIFRA to examine. 
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2.   Dr. Boyd volunteered to develop a data table reflecting rulemakings examined by the 
Committee and asked for Committee members' suggestions by email after the teleconference 
about the possible design of such a table. 
3. Committee members to send Dr. Boyd and Dr. Nugent names of additional persons to 
interview. 
4. Committee members will send Dr. Nugent more citations and specifics needed for the 
CAFO component of the Committee's report in three areas: 1) benefit transfer and CVM -- what 
specific studies and methods should have been used, instead of the heavy use of the 1983 CVM 
study?;  2) how specifically should national models have been validated?; and 3) what specific 
alternative methods of valuation should have been tried? They will also provide ranking of 
recommendations in terms of priorities and directed members' attention to the survey provided in 
the last part of the CAFO "Progress Report." 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 
 
/s/ Angela Nugent 
Designated Federal Officer 
 
Certified as True: 
 
/s/ Domenico Grasso 
Chair 
 
NOTE AND DISCLAIMER: The minutes of this public meeting reflect diverse ideas and 
suggestions offered by the Panel members during the course of deliberations within the meeting.  
Such ideas, suggestions, and deliberations do not necessarily reflect definitive consensus advice 
from the panel members.  The reader is cautioned to not rely on the minutes to represent final, 
approved, consensus advice and recommendations offered to the Agency.  Such advice and 
recommendations may be found in the final advisories, commentaries, letters, or reports prepared 
and transmitted to the EPA Administrator following the public meetings. 
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Attachment C  Meeting Agenda and Material 
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Attachment A:  Roster 
 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Science Advisory Board 
Committee on Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and Services 

 
 

 
CHAIR 
Dr. Domenico Grasso, Rosemary Bradford Hewlett Professor and Chair, Picker Engineering 
Program, Smith College, Northampton, MA 
 Also Member: Executive Committee 
   Environmental Engineering Committee 
 
 
SAB MEMBERS 
Dr. William Louis Ascher, Dean of the Faculty, Bauer Center, Claremont McKenna College, 
Claremont, CA 
 
Dr. Gregory Biddinger, Environmental Sciences Advisor, Exxon Mobil Refining and Supply 
Company, Fairfax, VA 
 Also Member: Ecological Processes and Effects Committee 
 
Dr. Ann Bostrom, Associate Professor, School of Public Policy, Georgia Institute of 
Technology, Atlanta, GA 
 
Dr. James Boyd, Senior Fellow, Director, Energy & Natural Resources Division, Resources for 
the Future, Washington, DC 
 
Dr. Robert Costanza, Professor/Director, Gund Institute for Ecological Economics, School of 
Natural Resources, University of Vermont, Burlington, VT 
 
Dr. Terry Daniel, Professor of Psychology and Natural Resources, Department of Psychology, 
Environmental Perception Laboratory, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 
 
Dr. A. Myrick Freeman, Research Professor of Economics, Department of Economics, 
Bowdoin College, Brunswick, ME 
 
Dr. Dennis Grossman, Vice President for Science, Science Division, NatureServe, Arlington, 
VA 
 
Dr. Geoffrey Heal, Paul Garrett Professor of Public Policy and Business Responsibility , 
Columbia Business School, Columbia University, New York, NY 
 
Dr. Robert Huggett, Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies, Office of Vice 
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President for Research and Graduate Studies, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 
 
Dr. Klaus Lackner, Ewing Worzel Professor of Geophysics, Earth and Environmental 
Engineering, Columbia University, New York, NY 
 
Dr. Douglas E. MacLean, Professor, Department of Philosophy, University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill, NC 
 
Dr. Harold Mooney, Paul S. Achilles Professor of Environmental Biology, Department of 
Biological Sciences, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 
 
Dr. Louis F. Pitelka, Director and Professor, Appalachian Laboratory, University of Maryland 
Center for Environmental Science, Frostburg, MD 
 
Dr. Stephen Polasky, Fesler-Lampert Professor of Ecological/Environmental Economics, 
Department of Applied Economics, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
 Also Member: Environmental Economics Advisory Committee 
 
Dr. Paul G. Risser, Chancellor, Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Oklahoma City, 
OK 
 
Dr. Holmes Rolston, University Distinguished Professor, Department of Philosophy, Colorado 
State University, Fort Collins, CO 
 
Dr. Joan Roughgarden, Professor, Biological Sciences and   Evolutionary Biology , Stanford 
University, Stanford, CA 
 
Dr. Mark Sagoff, Senior Research Scholar, Institute for Philosophy and Public Policy, School 
of Public Affairs, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 
 
Dr. Kathleen Segerson, Professor, Department of Economics, University of Connecticut, Storrs, 
CT 
 Also Member: Environmental Economics Advisory Committee 
 
Dr. Paul Slovic, Professor, Department of Psychology, Decision Research, Eugene, OR 
 
Dr. V. Kerry Smith, University Distinguished Professor, Department of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, North Carolina State University, 
Raleigh, NC 
 Also Member: Advisory Council on Clean Air Compliance Analysis 
 
Dr. Robert Stavins, Albert Pratt Professor of Business and Government, Environment and 
Natural Resources Program, John F. Kennedy School of Government,  Harvard University, 
Cambridge, MA 
 Also Member: Environmental Economics Advisory Committee 
 
Dr. Valerie Thomas, Research Scientist, Princeton Environmental Institute, Princeton 
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University, Princeton, NJ 
 Also Member: Environmental Engineering Committee 
 
Dr. Barton H. (Buzz) Thompson, Jr., Robert E. Paradise Professor of  Natural Resources Law 
and Vice Dean , Stanford Law School, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 
 
 
SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD STAFF 
Dr. Angela Nugent, Designated Federal Officer, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, 
DC, Phone: 202-564-4562,  Fax: 202-501-0323, (nugent.angela@epa.gov) 
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Attachment B:   Federal Register Notice 
 
    

  
 Science Advisory Board Staff Office; Notification of Upcoming Teleconference Meetings of 

the Science Advisory Board Committee on Valuing the Protection of 
Ecological Systems and Services    

 
 
[Federal Register: July 30, 2004 (Volume 69, Number 146)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 45709] 
From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] 
[DOCID:fr30jy04-95] 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
[FRL-7795-4] 
  
Science Advisory Board Staff Office; Notification of Upcoming  
Teleconference Meetings of the Science Advisory Board Committee on  
Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and Services 
 
AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency. 
ACTION: Notice. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Science Advisory  
Board (SAB) Staff Office is announcing two public teleconferences of  
the SAB's Committee on Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and  
Services (C-VPESS). 
 
DATES: August 23, 2004, 1 -2:30 p.m. (eastern time) and August 25,  
2004, 1--2:30 p.m. (eastern time). 
 
ADDRESSES: Access to the teleconference will be by telephone only at:  
866-299-3188. Dial the conference code 202-564-4562 and press # 
when prompted. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Any member of the public wishing  
further information regarding this meeting may contact Dr. Angela  
Nugent, Designated Federal Officer (DFO), via telephone/voice mail at:  
(202) 343-9981, via e-mail at: nugent.angela@epa.gov, or by mail at  
U.S. EPA SAB (MC 1400F), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC  
20460. General information about the SAB can be found on the SAB Web  
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site at: http://www.epa.gov/sab. 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:  
    Background: Pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act, Public  
Law 92-463, the Background on the Committee and its charge was provided  
in 68 FR 11082 (March 7, 2003). The purpose of the teleconferences is  
to discuss work initiated at prior meetings of the Committee and  
prepare for the Committee's next meeting. The agendas for the  
teleconferences are likely to include: 
    1. Update/Discussion on Conclusions Drawn from Confined Animal  
Feeding Operation (CAFO) Break-out Session at the Committee's June 2004  
Meeting; 
    2. Update/Discussion on work addressing Ecological Benefit Analysis  
at EPA for Economically Significant Rules; 
    3. Update/Discussion on work on defining ``Concepts and Methods;' 
    4. Update/Discussion on draft report text related to ``Risk  
Paradigms and Experience in Valuation Exercises;'' and 
    5. Planning for the Committee's September 2004 Meeting. 
    Availability of Meeting Materials: Agendas for the teleconference  
meetings will be posted on the SAB Web site at: http://www.epa.gov/sab,  
prior to the meeting. Meeting materials will also be posted on the Web  
site, and may be requested from the DFO for those persons who can not  
attend the meeting. 
    Procedures for Providing Public Comments. The SAB Staff Office will  
accept written public comments of any length, and accommodate oral  
public comments whenever possible. The SAB expects that public  
statements presented at the meeting will not be repetitive of  
previously submitted oral or written statements. Oral Comments: In  
general, each individual or group requesting an oral presentation at a  
teleconference meeting will be limited to three minutes per speaker and  
no more than fifteen minutes total. Interested parties should contact  
the DFO in writing (e-mail, fax or mail--see contact information noted  
above) by close of business August 16, 2004, in order to be placed on  
the public speaker list for the meetings. Written Comments: Although  
written comments are accepted until the date of the meeting, written  
comments should be received in the SAB Staff Office at least one week  
prior to the meeting date so that the comments may be made available to  
the panel for their consideration. Comments should be supplied to the  
DFO via the contact information noted above in the following formats:  
one hard copy with original signature, and one electronic copy via e- 
mail (acceptable file format: Adobe Acrobat, WordPerfect, Word, or Rich  
Text files (in IBM-PC/Windows 98/2000/XP format). 
    Meeting Accommodations: Individuals requiring special accommodation  
to access this meeting, should contact the DFO at least five business  
days prior to the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 
 
    Dated: July 26, 2004. 
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Vanessa T. Vu, 
Director, EPA Science Advisory Board Staff Office. 
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 Attachment C: Agenda and Meeting Materials 

 
 

EPA Science Advisory Board 
Committee on Valuing the Protection of Ecological Systems and Services 

Public Teleconference 
August 23, 2004, 1:00 p.m. - 2:30 p.m.  Eastern Time 

 
Purpose:  The purpose of the teleconference is for the Committee to make progress on two topics: 1) Committee 

workgroup’s analysis of EPA’s 2003 Confined Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) benefit assessment, 
and 2) draft advice to improve ecological benefit analysis at EPA for economically significant rules.  
Work on these two topics began at the Committee’s June 14-15, 2004meeting. 

    
 
1:00-1:05 Opening of Teleconference 

 
 

Dr. Angela Nugent, Designated 
Federal Officer 
 
 

1:05-1:10 Review of the Agenda 
 
 

Dr. Domenico Grasso, Chair 
 
 

1:10-1:50 Overview of Status Report on “Review of Recent 
Benefit Analyses Supporting National Agency 
Regulatory Actions” and Attachment 1:  “Challenges to 
the Use of Valuation for EPA Rule-Making” (10 
minutes) 
 
 

Dr. William Ascher 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Plans for Additional Fact-Finding (10 minutes) Dr. James Boyd 

 Committee Discussion (20 minutes) 
 

 

1:50-2:20 Overview of Progress Memo on the CAFO Analysis 
(15 minutes) 

Dr. Terry Daniel, Dr. Buzz 
Thompson 

  
Committee Discussion (25 minutes) 

 

   

2:20-2:30 Summary of Next Steps Dr. Domenico Grasso 
 

2:30 Adjourn  
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Status Report on "Review of Recent Benefit Analyses Supporting National Agency Regulatory 
Actions" 

Section 4.2.1 of the Report being prepared for the SAB Committee on Valuing the Protection of 
Ecological Systems and Services (C-VPESS) 

(Report from Bill Ascher, Greg Biddinger, Jim Boyd) 
 
Background 
 
 Given that the overall charge of the C-VPESS is to "assess Agency needs and the state of the art 
and science of valuing protection of ecological systems and services, and then will identify key areas for 
improving knowledge, methodologies, practice, and research," one of the major activities of the C-VPESS 
is to consider benefit assessments supporting regulations protecting ecological systems and services.  This 
topic was the major focus of the June 2004 meeting of the Committee. 
 
 At that meeting, members reviewed a "Background Document for Discussion of Science Issues 
Related to a Retrospective Look at Recent History of Ecological Benefit Analysis at EPA for Economically 
Significant Rules."  This document provided an overview of final rules that met the criteria "economically 
significant rule" under Executive Order 12866 for which ecological effects or ecological benefits were 
described.  Lead presenters (Drs. William Ascher, James Boyd, Gregory Biddinger) characterized the 
assessment of ecological benefits provided in rule summaries and supporting documents extracted for them, 
and identified suggestions for improving the use of data, approaches and methods in the short term and 
areas for research.  The Committee discussion that followed their presentations provided initial assessments 
and suggestions for advice that the presenters are developing into a draft chapter for the Committee's report.  
Attachment 1 summarizes the major observations and areas for advice identified by the presenters and the 
Committee discussion that followed. 
 
Need for Additional Fact-Finding
 
 The group working on this topic has identified several reasons to gather additional information 
before providing a fully-detailed draft of their section to the whole committee:   1)  because the group and 
Committee focused their attention on a limited set of rules and only on the final versions of those rules, the 
group has identified the need to understand a broader context for assessing ecological benefits associated 
with rulemaking; 2) the group wishes to collect information on the overall process for conducting 
ecological benefits analyses and the extent to which individual assessments may relate to or build upon one 
another; 3) the group believes that EPA's understandings of the technical requirements (as they pertain to 
both the data and types of analysis) of E.O. 12866 and OMB's Circular A-4 may differ from the 
requirements as understood by OMB and others, and wishes to gather information on this topic; and 4) the 
group wishes to gather information that will help the Committee develop advice that will be relevant and 
practical for EPA 
 
Process for Additional Fact-Finding
 
 Dr. James Boyd will take the lead in working with the Designated Federal Officer and the SAB 
Staff Office to identify individuals or groups to interview in person or by telephone.  Other members of the 
group will participate, as appropriate. 
 
 The DFO will handle all communications related to enquiries, be present for all meetings and 
conversations, and prepare written summaries of the meetings.  All discussions will be documented and 
available to the public as part of the Committee's records under the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  
Summaries of these conversations will be made available to the Committee.  All parties involved in the 
discussions will be informed that the discussions are on the record and will be documented. 
 
Initial List of Questions for Fact Finding 
 
 1. What are your understandings of the requirements of E.O. 12866 and OMB's Circular A-
4 as it pertains to the type and quality of data and types of analysis used to characterize ecological benefits?  
What is your understanding of how uncertainty should be characterized? 
 



DRAFT WORKING PAPER FROM SUBGROUP FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION --DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE 

 15

 2. How much advance planning is there at EPA for ecological benefits assessments for 
rulemakings?  How much cross-office collaboration is there?  Are individual assessment developed 
independently of each other?  Are assessments considered in the aggregate through an process such as 
strategic planning?  Are the assessments related to the strategic planning process through any mechanism? 
 
 3. Are there standards for admissibility of data or types of analyses or the adequacy of data 
or types of analyses for characterizing or measuring ecological benefits?  Who sets them?  Are there 
standards for admissibility for other kinds of benefits assessments that could inform how eco-benefits 
standards should be set?  What kinds of criteria or standards would be most useful?  
 
 4. Please describe the ways in which economists and non-economists (e.g., ecologists) 
interact in the process of assessment. 
 
 5. Please identify your perceptions of the barriers to or challenges associated with valuing 
the protection of ecological systems and services-- in principle and in practice. 
 
 
Initial List of Contacts for Fact Findings 
 

 John Graham, OMB-OIRA 
 Ruth Soloman, OMB-OIRA 
 Al McGartland, NCEE, EPA 
 Jim DeMocker, Chief Economist, Office of Air and Radiation 
 Matt Clark, Economist, National Center for Environmental Research, Office of 

Research and Development 
 OPEI Staff tasked with reviewing cost-benefit analyses for conformance with 

OMB Circular A-4 
 Sharon Hayes, OW, EPA 
 Geoffrey Grubbs, Director, Office of Science Policy, Office of Water 
 Senior ecologists or other non-economists concerned with developing rules 

concerned with protecting ecological resources 
 A consultant who has developed regulatory impact analyses for EPA (e.g.,  

Gerald Stedge, Abt Associates. 
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Attachment 1 - 
DRAFT 

 
Challenges to the Use of Valuation for EPA Rule-Making 

 
William Ascher, Greg Biddinger, & James Boyd 

 
EPA Valuation SAB 

 
August 4, 2004 

 
1. Review of recent benefit analyses supporting national Agency regulatory actions  

 
1.1 Background 
 
 This section of the report responds to the Committee's charge, to "assess Agency needs and the 
state of the art and science of valuing protection of ecological systems and services, and then to identify 
key areas for improving knowledge, methodologies, practice, and research," as that charge pertains to 
Agency needs relating to benefit analyses supporting regulations. 
 
 The Committee began to engage this portion of its charge at its June 14-15, 2004, public meeting 
in Washington DC.  At that time, the Committee participated in a session entitled "Science Issues Related 
to a Retrospective Look at Recent History of Ecological Benefit Analysis at EPA for Economically 
Significant Rules." 
  
 For that discussion, the Committee reviewed a Background Document (EPA SAB Staff Office, 
2004) providing a list of final rules over the period 1996-2003 that met the criteria for a significant 
regulatory action, as defined by Executive Order 12866 (e.g., that would have an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the 
economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment, public health or safety in State, local, or tribal 
governments or communities).  The document provided the summary for rules that specified ecological 
endpoints and extracted text from relevant Federal Register notices where the supplementary text discussed 
ecological benefits.  The document also provided extracts from economic analyses/Regulatory Impact 
Analyses (RIA) illustrative of issues associated with benefits assessment of rules with ecological effects.  
The first example was an extract from the RIA Supporting the "Finding of Significant Contribution and 
Rulemaking for Certain States in the Ozone Transport Assessment Group Region for Purposes of Reducing 
Regional Transport of Ozone" (EPA, 2003).  The second example was an extract from the economics 
analysis titled Economic Analysis for Final 
Action for Effluent Guidelines and Standards for the Construction and Development Category (EPA, 2004) 
 
 In reviewing the Background Document, the Committee identified the need to strengthen the 
science supporting Agency rules, as described in sections X.3 , Obstacles to Sound Valuation for Rule-
Making.  The Committee notes that the need to strengthen such science has been a continued focus for 
advice from the Science Advisory Board and the Advisory Council on Clean Air Compliance Analysis 
(Council) for many years (EPA SAB 200, 2001, 2002, 2004a, 2004b and EPA Council, 2001), while these 
reports contained few suggestions that have made a practical difference in the Agency's actual practice of 
valuing ecological benefits. 
 
 Following the discussion of that document, the Committee undertook a series of interviews 
designed to develop a broader understanding of 1) the context for assessing ecological benefits associated 
with rulemaking; 2) the overall process for conducting ecological benefits analyses and the extent to which 
individual assessments may relate to or build upon one another; and 3) the ways in which EPA's 
understandings of the technical requirements (as they pertain to both the data and types of analysis) of E.O. 
12866 and OMB's Circular A-4 may differ from the requirements as understood by OMB and others.  
(WHEN INTERVIEW PROCESS IS COMPLETE, DESCRIBE INTERVIEW PROCESS GENERALLY 
AND INSERT REFERENCES TO INTERVIEW SUMMARIES) 
 
1.2 Criteria of Sound Valuation for Rule-Making  
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 Valuation in the service of rule-making must strive for a) reliability; b) credibility; c) 
transparency—of both methods and assumptions; and d) usefulness for both the current rule-making and 
subsequent rule-making. 
 
1.3 Obstacles to Sound Valuation for Rule-Making  
 
  The obstacles to success are: 
 
1.3.1 Relegating Non-Quantified or Non-Monetized Benefits to Secondary Status 

 
 Because the analysis undertaken in support of rule-making will be perceived (whether intended or 
not) as “promotional,” and because analysts are inevitably concerned about maintaining their credibility 
(both for the sake of professional standing as well as to increase the likelihood that the analysis would be 
accepted), analysts involved in valuation tend to exclude less monetizable and quantifiable benefits from 
what is presented as the core estimates.  In fact, it appears that currently the EPA spends the bulk of its 
resources on “narrow” monetization efforts (i.e., accounting only for monetizable benefits, which usually 
represent only a subset of the benefits provided by a given regulation, program, or action).   
 
 Passing muster before the Office of Management and Budget’s Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) appears to be a very significant preoccupation for EPA officials in charge of the 
analyses supporting rulemaking.  This is certainly a legitimate concern, but it seems that the desire to 
maintain an image of rigor truncates the OIRA’s instructions to go beyond monetization. The RIA and 
OMB guidance documents, provide clear guidance on the preferred general methodologies to be 
used.  The OMB hierarchy of analysis is to first monetize; if that is impractical, to quantify; if neither is 
possible, to discuss.  EPA’s rule-making analyses seem to have failed to progress beyond monetization.  
The analyses almost completely ignore the opportunity to measure and communicate benefits by 
quantifying the biophysical and socioeconomic indicators of changes associated with the rule or action that 
are not amenable to straightforward monetization.  This results in failures to benchmark and quantify actual 
effects; to communicate sources of ecological value, things that limit and enhance that value; and to 
communicate the economic principles involved.   
 
 It should be emphasized that the question is not whether an effect can be quantified and 
monetized—one can hypothesize the strength of any effect, calculate impacts, and assign values—but 
whether the results are regarded as solid enough to include in the analysis.  Ecosystem benefits do fall into 
two categories—quantifiable and/or monetizable and non-quantifiable and/or non-monetizable—they are 
all quantifiable/monetizable but to varying degrees of certainty and credibility. 
  
 Although the less monetizable or quantifiable aspects may be mentioned in the analytic 
documents1, the focus of attention in determining the rule is likely to be predominantly on the core 
estimates.  The problematic consequence is that for eco-system protection that actually has high (but not 
fully monetizable) value, the limited valuation presented as more solid and credible will imply a less 
stringent ecosystem-protecting regulation than is appropriate.  This is because direct economic costs are 
typically easier to estimate than the benefits of environmental improvements; therefore when analysts 

                                                           
1 Note, for example, the following passage from the RIA supporting the “Finding of Significant 
Contribution and Rulemaking for Certain State in the Ozone Transport Assessment Group Region for 
Purposes of Reducing Regional Transport of Ozone (NOx SIP Call)”: 

 
“Present analytical tools and resources preclude EPA from quantifying the benefits of improved forest 
aesthetics in the eastern U.S. expected to occur from the NOx SIP call.  This is due to limitations in our 
ability to quantify the relationship between ozone concentrations and visible injury, and limited quantitative 
information about the value to the public of specific changes in visible aesthetic quality of forests.  
However, there is sufficient supporting evidence in the physical sciences and economic literature to support 
the finding that the proposed NOx SIP call can be expected to reduce injury to forests, and that reductions 
in these injuries will likely have a significant economic value to the public.” (p. 50 in the “Background 
Document) 
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decide not to include particular potential benefits or costs in the analysis, eco-system protection tends to be 
under-valued.  Even if the rule would not have been influenced during the relevant time period, the 
reluctance to present the full justification for a stronger rule may reduce the chances that subsequent rule-
making will be sufficiently ambitious.   
 
1.3.2 The Criteria for Including Effects within the Core Analysis Are Ad Hoc  

 
 Analysts express judgments about what effects, given the state of scientific knowledge, can be 
considered adequately supported estimates and what effects are a matter of guesswork.  Often analysts and 
policymakers (not necessarily EPA analysts and policymakers) assume that leaving uncertain information 
or relationships out of the analysis will safeguard the soundness of the analysis.  Obviously, this cannot be 
true if taken literally; all information and posited relationships entail some uncertainty, so under this logic 
the analysis would be totally empty. The real questions are what degree of certainty is needed and by what 
criteria is this to be established?2   
 
 The standards that govern these judgments in EPA analytic documents supporting rule-making 
seem to be rather ad hoc.  Sometimes the judgment rests on the fact that published studies on the 
relationship exist, or a prior EPA analysis tried to estimate the effect, or an SAB report endorsed or 
questioned the reliability of the effect.  Presumably the analysts make these judgments based on their 
assessment of the intrinsic reliability of the relationship, but also on the implications for credibility that 
invoking the relationships in the core assessment would have.  
 
 There does not appear to be a mechanism either for establishing consistent criteria or certifying 
that particular effects or relationships are sufficiently established. It may be that EPA analysts anticipate 
OMB objections to thinly-supported effects or relationships, thus imposing constraints on themselves 
without either consistency or testing how far the assessments can actually capture ecosystem benefits. 
Possibly the Office of Policy, Economics and Innovation could undertake one or both of these functions.  
Another option would be to have SAB panels serve these functions.  It is also possible that the experience 
with EPA’s risk assessments of chemical hazards could serve as a parallel.  Prior to 1990, each EPA 
program office was doing its own health hazard assessment for chemicals of interest to other parts of the 
Agency.  The EPA initiated the "Integrated Risk Information System" which set up a process for 
developing and internally peer reviewing health hazard  information and then established a database that 
gave Agency staff access to that information.  In 1990-1992 there was a push to get this information 
systematically peer reviewed and make it publicly available; it is now on line.  
 
 Similarly, there does not seem to be a mechanism by which effects and relationships can be 
identified for further study (by the EPA itself or contracted to other agencies or non-governmental entities) 
so that they can be incorporated credibly within EPA core benefit-cost assessments.  It is likely that the 
monitoring of impacts of existing rules, in order to validate or modify models and benefit-transfer 
applications, has been neglected. Again, the Office of Policy, Economics and Innovation may be able to 
undertake this function.  
 
1.3.3 The Neglect of Qualitative Description and Characterization of Benefits 

 
 The analyses seem to neglect the communication of qualitative information about environmental 
benefits. This is especially, though not exclusively, the case for non-use values, even though non-use values 
are often important to the public.  Even if the descriptions do not help to gauge the magnitude of the 
benefit, more attention to determining and communicating the nature of the impacts would heighten public 
awareness of the importance of protecting ecological systems and services.  The analyses should identify 
core objectives—what systems is the rule trying to protect, how the rule will protect them, how actions 
specified in the rules will benefit humans and the ecosystem, as well as how the results can be measured.  
Ecologists and other environmental scientists should play a greater role in writing the reports.  You cannot 
conduct a good regulatory analysis according to a formula. 

 
2 In principle, one should be able to determine whether the addition of a given piece of information, with a 
given degree of uncertainty, will increase or decrease the error of the overall benefit-cost analysis.  Yet in 
practice, too much uncertainty with respect to other elements exists to permit this determination.   
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 The importance of conveying qualitative information is not simply a matter of focusing attention 
on the non-quantifiable and non-monetizable, it is also a matter of conveying the context and the meaning 
of the changes that are projected.  We appreciate the potential for subjectivity in the selection of what 
qualitative descriptions will be presented and how they will be presented.  Yet presenting quantitative 
information is also subject to the discretion of the analyst. 
  
1.3.4 The Difficulty and Risks of Expressing Uncertainty  

 
 In addition to determining which effects or relationships to include in the core assessment, and 
how to express the range of values, analysts need to convey how much uncertainty is entailed in the 
estimates.  Expressing uncertainty poses complicated risks for the analyst: expressing great uncertainty may 
jeopardize the credibility of the assessment, but the same can occur if uncertainty is underplayed.  
Apparently, EPA analysts are not required to follow any particular protocol in expressing uncertainty; nor 
how to convey the range of possible values (e.g., 95% confidence intervals, inter-quartile ranges).  Efforts 
to establish uniform protocols for expressing uncertainty in environmental and natural-resource-related 
analyses should be explored to consider possible adoption by the EPA.3  
 
 A related factor that affects both the usefulness of the valuation and its credibility is the 
communication of the assumptions underlying monetization and the technical (as distinct from the 
philosophical) limitations in the process of monetization.  The EPA analyses do little to communicate these 
assumptions, which re often quite heroic (e.g., the benefits transfer assumption that a unit of environmental 
or related improvement will have the same value across different contexts).  Ironically, the fact that the core 
estimate is distinguished from the presumably less reliable additional relationships, combined with the 
neglect of revealing the assumptions underlying monetization, may exaggerate the appearance of accuracy 
of the monetized core estimate.   
 
 The analyses are also prone to the uncertainty associated with capturing the complex interactions 
between ecological systems and the ways in which human benefits are derived from them.  In other words, 
if we view the valuation exercise as involving two steps—first predicting the impact of policies on the 
physical and social systems, and then assessing the value of resulting benefits and costs—we would have to 
conclude that the EPA analysts put their predominant effort put into the second step, thereby probably 
giving less attention to the underlying complexity of integrating ecological conditions and socio-economic 
impacts, and certainly do not alert the reader to the uncertainties associated with these linkages.    
 
1.3.5 Weak Connection between the Valuation Efforts and the EPA’s Broad Strategies 

and Criteria 
 

 For valuation to be most useful in EPA decision making, each assessment should be linked to the 
EPA’s overall strategic plan, it should invoke the same criteria emphasized in the strategic plan, and it 

 
3 Moss & Schneider (2000) have formulated recommendations for consistent reporting of uncertainty for 
authors of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Charles Weiss (2002) has proposed a 
code of ethics for presenting analysis with clear indications of what is believed to be fact, “mainstream” 
opinion, minority opinion, etc., based on legal distinctions among categories of evidence.  (Moss, R.H. and 
S.H. Schneider. 2000.  “Uncertainties in the IPCC TAR:  Recommendations to Lead Authors for More 
Consistent Assessment and Reporting,” in R. Pachauri, T. Taniguchi and K. Tanaka, eds., Guidance Papers 
on the Cross Cutting Issues of the Third Assessment Report of the IPCC.  Geneva: World Meteorological 
Organization, pp. 33-51;  Weiss, Charles. 2002.  “Scientific Uncertainty in Advising and Advocacy,” 
Technology in Society, 24: 375-386).  See also Costanza, R., S. O. Funtowicz, and J. R. Ravetz. 1992. 
Assessing and communicating data quality in policy relevant research. Environmental Management 
16:121-131; and Costanza, R. and L. Cornwell. 1992. The 4P approach to dealing with scientific 
uncertainty. Environment 34:12-20,42. 
 
. 
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should take into account the assumptions, transferred benefit valuations, and findings of other rule-backing 
analyses.  This would add to the consistency of valuations across different rules, as well as enhance the 
likelihood of determining whether the benefits of one rule are being over-estimated because another rule is 
contributing to the same benefit.4  However, unless EPA also evaluates the impact of “non-significant” 
rules (which may nonetheless be ecologically significant), it will not be possible to control for all possible 
double-counting. Insofar as analyses for several rules rely on the same data sets, this cross-checking could 
also identify which data points, assumptions and values are most pivotal to the validity of the whole set of 
analyses, thus pointing the way to supportive research. 

 
 

 
4 For example, an air pollution rule that could have a given ceteris paribus improvement in wetlands eco-
system health if implemented without other rules may have less impact if a water pollution rule is also 
being implemented. 
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PROGRESS MEMO 
CAFO Analysis 

 
Reporters: Terry Daniel & Buzz Thompson 

 
 

 The Committee has provided us with extremely valuable comments on our draft report on the Workgroups’ 
analysis of EPA’s CAFO benefits assessment.  We are currently revising the draft to incorporate these comments 
and will circulate a new draft of the report prior to the Committee’s September meeting.   The report of the CAFO 
exercise is intended to stand alone as a summary of the comments and conclusions from the Workgroup sessions.  A 
report of the CAFO exercise will also be incorporated into the final report of the Committee, with refinements and 
extensions reflecting the Workgroups report and subsequent deliberations by the Committee.  The purpose of this 
“progress memo” is to identify areas in which the comments that we have received, both from the Committee and 
EPA, suggest the need for additional discussion or additional research and analysis.  Some of the suggested 
discussions and research are specific to the CAFO exercise and need to be completed before finalizing the 
Committee’s analysis of EPA’s CAFO assessment.  Other suggestions might better be extended beyond the CAFO 
exercise. 
 

Our plan is to revise the separate report on the Committee’s review of the CAFO benefits assessment by 
October 1, 2004, with the restrictions in scope noted below.   In addition to the comments we have already received, 
we are requesting a number of specific inputs from members of the Committee by September 10 to assist in the 
revision.    
 

In the next draft we intend to increase the specificity of many of the Committee’s suggestions and to 
provide a better sense of the priorities among our many recommendations for improvements in EPA’s benefits 
assessment process.  If you have specific recommendations that you have not yet expressed (or that we have so far 
failed to adequately represent), please identify them in the upcoming teleconference call and send an email to the 
DFO and to us. 
 
A.  Process for Conducting Benefit Assessments for Rulemaking 
 
 At the Committee’s June meeting, the two working groups spent significant time discussing issues of 
process as well as substantive approaches to valuation.  The last draft of our report reflected that by discussing both 
the Committee’s critique of what it understood to be EPA’s process in the CAFO valuation and the process that the 
Committee believes should have been used.  In their comments on the draft report, EPA staff suggests that the 
Committee may not have been made aware of all the critical elements of the process that EPA used in the CAFO 
analysis, and that the process used in the CAFO analysis may not be fully representative of the process currently 
used by EPA in benefits assessments.  Although we could obtain additional information from EPA on the process 
followed in the CAFO analysis and rethink the Committee’s criticisms, we do not believe that this would be 
valuable, particularly given the question of whether the CAFO analysis was representative.  As a result, we plan to 
drop the more general process criticisms from the next draft of the report, and focus more specifically on the CAFO 
Environmental and Economic Benefits Assessment (EEBA) analysis and report itself.  We will retain the discussion 
of the process that the Committee would have used if it had prepared the CAFO analysis, which should preserve 
virtually all of the important substantive points. 
 

 Comments from EPA staff, however, strongly suggest that the Committee should engage in a comprehensive 
study of the process that EPA currently uses to prepare benefits assessments.  It is our understanding that the 
Committee group focusing on benefit analyses supporting rulemakings more generally will be engaging in this study 
as part of their survey of EPA and OMB officials and other parties who may have played a significant role in the 
process of these analyses.   We suggest that study should include consideration of: 
 

• EPA’s use of interagency (and extra-agency) workgroups to ensure a full evaluation of the potential 
benefits of a regulation (in the CAFO analysis, EPA apparently assembled a working group that included 
officials not only from multiple EPA offices but also from USDA, DOJ, DOE, and USGS); 
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• EPA’s preparation of analytic blueprints at the outset of benefit assessments and how these blueprints are 

documented and used to help in both identifying and analyzing potential benefits; 
 

• EPA’s use of a tiering process in its benefit assessments; 
 

• The role of monetization in benefits assessments and reports;  
 

• EPA’s use of independent  “peer” (or scientific) reviews in its benefit assessments, including reviews of 
individual methods used and their integration in the overall analysis; 

 
• the manner in which OMB administers Information Collection Reports and the degree to which EPA 

believes that it is able to collect important information under this system; 
 

• the manner in and degree to which EPA integrates public input into its benefit assessments; and 
 

• the adequacy of the EPA’s guidance documents and training procedures for environmental and economic 
benefits assessments. 

 
B.  Fundamental Issues 
 

We received a wide range of comments on several fundamental issues related to benefits assessment 
processes.   There appears to be a range of opinions on these issues and we believe that they require separate, 
focused attention by the Committee in a broader context than the CAFO exercise report.  We propose that the 
Steering Group plan sessions devoted to these issues at future meetings.  Selected members might be commissioned 
to prepare and present summary papers to support Committee discussion on each of these issues with the goal of 
identifying specific recommendations for how EPA might improve benefit assessments for rulemakings.   These 
discussions might be made more concrete by including specific examples from the EPA’s CAFO assessment.  For 
our separate report of the CAFO exercise, we propose only to identify the range of views expressed on these issues 
and defer resolution to subsequent discussion by the full Committee.  
 
 B.1. Stakeholder and Public Involvement 
 
 The comments of Committee members highlighted significant differences on the appropriate role for the 
public and stakeholders in regulatory benefit assessments.  Some committee members, for example, believe that it is 
very important to involve stakeholders or the public in the initial scoping of potential benefits and in specific 
valuation exercises; other members are very doubtful about the wisdom and acceptability of such involvement.  
Based on these comments, we believe that it would be useful for the Committee to discuss (1) the specific ways in 
which stakeholders or the public might be involved in regulatory benefit assessments; (2) existing research on the 
potential advantages and disadvantages of each involvement method, and (3) potential best practices based on this 
research. 
 
 B.2.  Proper Roles for Monetary Benefit Estimates  
 
 The comments of Committee members suggest that there may be fundamental differences of opinion 
among members regarding the role of monetary valuations of ecological systems and services.  The comments of 
some Committee members suggest that EPA should attempt to monetize ecological benefits wherever possible, in 
part to provide a common metric across benefits and costs.  These comments, however, suggest differences in what 
criteria EPA should use in determining whether a particular monetization is appropriate--although none of the 
comments specifically address this issue.  At least one Committee member, by contrast, suggests that monetized 
benefit estimates should not be presented as "objective" measures of value; instead they are "invariably subjective, 
judgmental, assumption-dependent, and constructed.  The best one can do is to construct them in a defensible way 
and then subject them to the political process." 
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 Although we are not sure whether the differences among Committee members can be fully bridged, the 
question of how monetized values should be characterized, and how much they should be emphasized in benefit 
analyses cannot be ignored.  The discussion, however, may benefit from additional presentations on and analysis of 
available monetary valuation techniques and therefore might be most appropriate later in the Committee’s 
deliberations.  We propose that the Committee consider (1) the specific options available for monetary valuation of 
environmental benefits; (2) available alternative valuation approaches (such as multi-attribute utility and constructed 
preference methods); (3) existing research on the potential advantages and disadvantages of these valuation options; 
and (4) potential best practices based on this research. 
 
 Assuming that monetary evaluations will continue to play a role in EPA benefits assessments, the 
comments also suggest that the Committee might benefit from an explicit consideration of the criteria that EPA 
should use in determining whether to include given monetary estimates.  For example, a thorough analysis of 
available CVM approaches – as well as a discussion of the central issues in the use of CVM (e.g., the choice of WTP 
versus WTA) – seems critical to the Committee’s work.  In addition, for CVM and other valuation techniques, we 
need to specify what conditions are required to make benefits transfers appropriate.   
 

B.3.  Assessing and Reporting Ecological Benefits 
 
 A number of members cited the need for better analysis and reporting of biological/ecological benefits of 
the CAFO rule– including reduced eutrophication in estuaries, reduced pathogen contamination of public and private 
groundwater wells and improved soil conditions.  Our draft report suggests that EPA should develop and make 
greater use of environmental/ecological metrics or indices.  EPA has asked for further elaboration on and refinement 
of this recommendation.  In particular, what metrics might exist currently that EPA could use to quantify the 
benefits of nationwide rules such as the revised CAFO regulations?  What metrics should EPA develop?  EPA 
seems quite enthusiastic about this suggestion, but would like the Committee’s further guidance on it. 
 

Assessment and effective communication of ecological effects, and especially the benefits of those effects, 
is fundamental to the Committee’s charge, and raises a number of difficult questions that extend well beyond the 
specific case of the CAFO rule.  We propose that the Committee devote some time to review currently available 
environmental/ecological indices (such as the water quality index considered in the CAFO analysis), as well as non-
quantitative indicator approaches, and develop specific recommendations for how these might most effectively be 
used by the EPA in benefits assessments and reports.   
 
C.  Detailing the Committee’s Analysis of the CAFO EEBA  
 
 In its analysis of EPA’s benefits assessment for CAFO, the Committee made a number of general 
observations regarding how EPA could have improved the analysis.  The comments that we received from both EPA 
and some Committee members raise the question of whether EPA in actuality could have been expected to follow 
these suggestions.  These comments effectively ask the Committee to demonstrate more specifically how EPA could 
have done a better job in the CAFO assessment.  To address these concerns, we propose that Committee members 
provide to the DFO by September 10th information that will allow us to prepare a more specific discussion of 
how EPA could have improved the CAFO benefits assessment.  We are seeking your specific suggestions, 
including appropriate citations to the relevant literature.  We do not believe that leaving our criticisms and 
recommendations at their current level of generality provides EPA with sufficient guidance on how to improve its 
future nationwide benefit assessments.  Below are some specific topics that would benefit from further specification. 
 

C.1. Benefits Transfer & CVM in the CAFO Assessment 
 
 The Committee suggested that EPA could have done a better job of benefits transfer, in particular by basing 
transfers on more recent and more appropriate CVM studies.  In their comments on the draft report, EPA staff asked 
that the Committee provide specific criteria for the use of CVM and benefits transfer in its regulatory valuations.  
EPA will likely continue to make use of CVM and benefits transfer in future regulatory impact analyses requiring 
the valuation of ecological systems and services.  With regard to the CAFO analysis and report, we need citations 
of specific, more contemporary CVM studies/methods that would have been more appropriate than those used.  
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We need to specify what aspects of the benefits transfer approach used in the CAFO analysis were insufficient 
and how they might have been improved.   
 

C.2. Validation of National Models 
 
 The Committee also criticized EPA for not making adequate use of watershed-specific case studies to test 
the applicability of nationwide models.  Comments from EPA staff indicate that specific case studies were used in 
the CAFO analysis, though these were not apparent from the report.  For example, EPA used the BASINS modeling 
package on specific watersheds.  Because of substantial differences in scale and input-output parameters they were 
not able to make direct comparisons to validate the NWPCAM results.  In their comments, EPA officials also ask 
whether the Committee believes that it would be valuable for EPA to engage in actual, post-regulation valuation of 
benefits, as a means of measuring and valuing the benefits that are actually accruing.  EPA staff would welcome 
Committee suggestions about how they should have approached the validation of nationwide models.  In 
particular the Committee is asked to provide more detailed suggestions for how EPA could have used watershed 
specific case studies to improve its national benefits assessment for the CAFO rule.  How should EPA go about 
such exercises?  What benefits should be measured and valued?  When?  How? 
 
 C.3.  Alternative Methods of Valuation 
 
 The Committee also suggested that EPA might have used other techniques to value various ecological 
benefits of the CAFO rule, including the examination of historical data and greater use of revealed preference 
studies.  However, other members of the Committee, in their comments, have questioned whether some of the 
suggested approaches – in particular, use of historical data – would provide an accurate valuation of the benefits.  
One member suggested (outside of the Workgroup discussions) that damage awards in nuisance/trespass actions 
against CAFOs might be a means of valuing some of the benefits of EPA’s revised regulations.  Several members 
recommended multi-attribute utility methods in place of, or in addition to, monetary valuation methods.  We need to 
define these additional methods more precisely, and provide more specific guidance to EPA about how and when 
to use them in the CAFO assessment in particular, and in benefits assessments in general. 
 
 One EPA comment on the draft report also asked whether it would be valuable for EPA to engage in actual, 
post-regulation valuation of benefits.  In the CAFO context, for example, should EPA be trying to measure and 
value the benefits that are actually accruing?  We need the input of committee members on whether we should 
recommend such post-regulation valuation and, if we do, how committee members believe EPA should approach 
this task  
 
 C.4. Assessing and Reporting Ecological Benefits of CAFO Rule 
 
 In the draft report, the Committee suggests the need for better assessment and representation of ecological 
benefits in the CAFO EEBA, including greater use of environmental/ecological indicators and indices.  A number of 
members cited in particular that the assessments and reporting of the benefits of reduced eutrophication in estuaries, 
reduced pathogen contamination of public and private groundwater wells, and improved soil conditions were 
insufficient.  The analysis and representation of secondary effects, as on off-shore fisheries, were also noted as 
inadequate.  EPA seems quite enthusiastic about these suggestions, but would like the Committee’s further 
guidance.  We need to provide more specific information on what methods would have been available at the time 
of the CAFO analysis, or could be adapted or developed with reasonable effort and resources.  In particular, 
what metrics might exist currently that EPA could use to quantify the benefits of nationwide rules such as the 
revised CAFO regulations?  What metrics should EPA develop?   
 
 C.5.  Prioritization of Recommendations 
 

The draft report cites numerous possible improvements to the CAFO assessment process, and EPA has 
limited resources.  In their comments, both EPA officials and some of the Committee members therefore suggest 
that it would be valuable if the Committee could prioritize its recommendations for improvements in the CAFO 
EEBA.  Of the many recommendations that the Committee is making in the CAFO context, what are the most 
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important?  Which are of more marginal value?  Are there any recommendations that, even though valuable, would 
not be worth the cost in resources?  A brief survey is attached as one means for members to indicate their 
judgments of the relative importance/priority of the recommendations planned for the CAFO report that are not 
included in sections A and B above.  Please respond to this survey by September 10, as well as providing any 
additional thoughts and comments on how the Committee’s recommendations should be prioritized for EPA. 
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Priority Survey for Recommendations in CAFO Report 

 
 For each of the following recommendations, please indicate in an email addressed to the DFO how 
important it is for EPA to implement the recommendation, recognizing that EPA has limited resources.  We suggest 
that you note whether each recommendation is “very important,” “important,” “marginally important,” or “not worth 
the needed resources.”  But you should feel free to use a different metric if you prefer.  Also, although we have tried 
to list all of the major recommendations in the draft report, we may have missed some.  So please add other 
recommendations that you believe should be included. 
 

_______________ Improve criteria for benefits transfer 
 
_______________ Develop better CVM approaches 
 
_______________ Validate national models 
 
_______________ Develop alternative valuation methods (e.g., use of historical data) 
 
_______________ Assess and report ecological benefits for CAFO regulation 

 
_______________ Develop a detailed conceptual model at the outset of its analysis in order to 

better identify the focus for its valuation efforts. 
 
_______________ Make detailed and systematic effort at the outset to model the rules’ ecological 

impacts 
 
_______________ Conduct peer review of plans for benefit assessment 
 
_______________ Assemble an interdisciplinary modeling team within the Agency 
 
_______________ Use case studies in support of the national-scale analyses 
 
_______________ Improve the precision of geographic referencing of modeled CAFO facilities  

 
_______________ Account for “enforcement slippage” in EPA’s models 
 
_______________ Incorporate a more exact consideration of timing into EPA’s ecological analyses 
 
_______________ Improve treatment of uncertainty 
 
Other recommendations: 
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